
































APPENDIX A



CONTRACT

This Contract made and entered into on this day of ,

2000, between the State of Tennessee acting through its Department of Transportation,

hereinafter, DEPARTMENT, and , hereinafter,

RECIPIENT.
WITNESSETH:
Whereas, Congress has declared it to be i
the rehabilitation, reuse and preservation of
architecture, engineering and culture; a
Whereas, historic bridges e as safe vital
transportation routes in the prese sent significant resources for the
future; and,
Whereas, certain f made available to provide for

termined the historic significance of a bridge

at is located in County,

il be no longer used for motorized vehicular traffic in its

existing location; and,

Whereas, the RECIPIENT, a governmental entity, desires to accept the donation
of the noted bridge, and to comply with all requirements provided for herein.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises herein contained,
the parties agree as follows:

1. RECIPIENT, accepts the donation and transfer of title of a

bridge known as in County, Tennessee.




2. RECIPIENT agrees that the provisions contained herein shall be binding on
its assigns, and successors in interest.

3. At no expense to the RECIPIENT, the Department will accomplish the items
described in “Exhibit A”, which is attached hereto, and incorporated herein by reference.

4. RECIPIENT shall make use of the bridge in the manner set forth in a proposal

dated which has been approved by the D TMENT, and

which is attached hereto as “Exhibit B”, and incorpo n by reference.

of sex, handicap, r olor, religion or national origin, be denied the benefits of, or be
subjected to discrimination, in RECIPIENT'’s use of the subject bridge. RECIPIENT
further convenants and agrees that RECIPIENT’s use of the bridge shall comply with all
other requirements imposed by or pursuant to Title 49, Code of Federal Regulation,

Department of Transportation, Subtitle A, Part 21, nondiscrimination in Federally-

assisted programs of the Department of Transportation-Effectuation of Title VI of the



Civil Rights Act of 1964, and as said Regulations may be amended; Title 49, Code of
Federal Regulations, Part 27, Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Handicap in Programs
and Activities Receiving or Benefiting from Federal Financial Assistance and as said
Regulations may be amended; and 23 U.S.C. 324, Prohibition of Discrimination of the

Basis of Sex.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have cause Contract to be executed

by their respective authorized officials.

RECIPIENT

John Reinbold
Department Attorney



CONTRACT

This Contract made and entered into on this day of ,

2000, between the State of Tennessee acting through its Department of Transportation,

hereinafter, DEPARTMENT, and , hereinafter,

RECIPIENT, of , Tenness

WITNESSETH:

Whereas, historic bridges ar i 0 our past, serve as safe vital
transportation routes in

future; and,

has determined the historic significance of a bridge

that is located in County,

Tennessee and that is or will be no longer used for motorized vehicular traffic in its

existing location; and,
Whereas, the RECIPIENT, a responsible private entity, desires to accept the
donation of the noted bridge, and to comply with all requirements provided for herein.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises herein contained,

the parties agree as follows:



1. RECIPIENT, accepts the donation and transfer of title of a

bridge known as in County, Tennessee.

2. RECIPIENT agrees that the provisions contained herein shall be binding on
his or her assigns, heirs or successors in interest.

3. At no expense to the RECIPIENT, the Department will accomplish the items

described in “Exhibit A”, which is attached hereto, and inc ated herein by reference.

dated which has been approved

which is attached hereto as “Exhibit B d. i reference.

historic significance. atures are those that qualify the bridge for inclusion in the

National Register. e features are attached hereto as “Exhibit C”, which is hereby
made a part of this agreement and is incorporated herein by referenced.

7. RECIPIENT agrees to assume all future legal and financial responsibility for
the bridge and agrees to hold the Department and the Federal Highway Administration

harmless from all claims and actions at law of any type whatsoever arising from the

bridge.



8. The RECIPIENT, convenants and agrees that no person shall, on the ground
of sex, handicap, race, color, religion or national origin, be denied the benefits of, or be
subjected to discrimination, in RECIPIENT’s use of the subject bridge. RECIPIENT
further convenants and agrees that RECIPIENT's use of the bridge shall comply with all

other requirements imposed by or pursuant to Title 49, Code of Federal Regulation,

Department of Transportation, Subtitle A, Part 21, n crimination in Federally-

and Activities Receiving or Benefiting al Fi ' ce and as said
Regulations may be amended; a .S.C. Discrimination of the

Basis of Sex.

STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

John Schroer, Commissioner

APPROVED:

John Reinbold
Department Attorney
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STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION
SUITE 900, JAMES K. POLK BUILDING
505 DEADERICK STREET
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37243-1402

(615) 741-3655

JOHN C. SCHROER BILL HASLAM
COMMISSIONER GOVERNOR
MEMORANDUM
TO: Wayne Seger, Director, Structures
FROM: Tammy Sellers, Historic Preservation Manager
0

DATE: December 11, 2015

SUBJECT: Information on the proposed replacement pf the Easley Ford Road Bridge over the Conasauga
River at Log Mile 1.53 (Bridge # 7002268001), Polk Gounty PIN 122332.00

I've been contacted by Mike Gilbert in Strategic Transportation Investments Division/Project Investigation
regarding a TIR he is preparing for the replacement of the Easley Ford Road Bridge over the Conasauga River in
Polk County. As I understand the project, it was previously a State-Aid bridge replacement project but the county
had issues completing the project so it has now become a TDOT project. This bridge was determined eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places in the historic bridge survey completed in the 1980s and 1990s
and the bridge remains eligible for the National Register (see attachment for bridge survey information).

Since this bridge is eligible for the National Register, Federal laws require TDOT to evaluate a variety of
options to preserve the bridge. The Environmental Division will prepare the reports that meet these
requirements, but we will need information from your division to do that.

In order for our office to prepare these federally mandated reports, please provide the following information:

1. Can this bridge be rehabilitated for continued use on the existing route?
What specific repairs would be necessary?
¢ What would be the estimated cost of these repairs? What would be the estimated cost of a new

structure?

e How long would such repairs extend the life of the bridge (versus the life expectancy of a new
bridge)?

e What would be the relative advantages and disadvantages of repairing the bridge?

e What would be the relative advantages and disadvantages of replacing the bridge?

2. If a new structure is built, could be the existing bridge be left in place either as a ruin or for pedestrian
use? (This issue is dependent on the feasibility of an alternative alignment and the identification of a
party who would accept liability and maintenance responsibilities on the existing bridge.)

» |f the bridge were left in place, how would that affect the location of a new bridge?
* Would it be necessary to make any repairs to the bridge (such as to the substructure) if the

existing bridge were left in place as a ruin?
¢ If the existing bridge were left in place for pedestrian use, would it be necessary to make any

repairs to the bridge? If so, how much would these repairs cost?



Easley Ford Road Bridge | 2
Memorandum to Structures

3. If preservation in place is not feasible, can the structure be relocated for re-use to other sites?
¢ [f it were to be feasible to relocate the structure, how much would it cost?

4. Are the structural elements and/or the collective structure sufficiently sound to re-use for pedestrian

traffic at a new location?
 If repairs were needed for pedestrian re-use, what repairs would be needed?

* How much would these repairs cost?

5. What is the estimated demolition cost of this bridge?

6. Do you have any general comments on the feasibility of preserving this bridge, either on its existing
location (for continued vehicular use, as a ruin, or for pedestrian use) or at a new location?

Thank you for your assistance. If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact me.



COMMENTS:

STRUCTURES’ REPLY TO HISTORIC
PRESERVATION OFFICE MEMO DATED
12/11/2015




1.

Necessary repairs:

Concrete repairs to the arch ribs, spandrel columns, rib braces, floor beams at spandrel columns,
and rail and end posts.

Full and partial depth deck repairs, place thin epoxy overlay to protect the deck in the future.
The wing walls that are leaning will need to be replaced on the abutment 1 side.

The bridge will also need scour repairs on the abutment 1 side of the arch, and approach work to
correct and prevent the erosion from rain undermining the roadway on the approach 1 side. We
anticipate this work using gabion walls. The wall will be near the edge and into the water for scour
protection. The river classification could create a problem getting permits for the scour repair.

Estimated repair cost

Estimated cost to the repair existing bridge - $180,000

Estimated cost to modify and repair approach 1 to prevent future erosion and scour- $100,000*
*(this is a guess, could be higher because of proximity to and in river work)

Traffic Control and mobilization - $80,000

Estimated total cost of the repair project - $360,000

Estimated cost for replacement
Strategic Transportation Investments Division has this info.

Life extension of bridge
| would expect the repair would extend the bridge life at least another 20 years.

Relative advantages and disadvantages of repairing the bridge

Advantages:

There would still be a historic bridge at the location.

The local’s share of the project would be less than the cost for the estimated replacement project.

Disadvantages:

Still have an old bridge that will likely have a shorter life than a replacement.
Repairs will likely not remove the 8 ton posting on the bridge.

There will still be an obsolete single lane bridge at the location.

Relative advantages and disadvantages of replacing the bridge

Advantages:

There would be an alignment with a current template with 2 lanes and shoulders.
The new bridge would be designed for current loads, no longer a posted bridge there.
The new bridge should have a design life of 75 years.

Disadvantages:
The only disadvantage would be the amount of the local’s share of a replacement project.

2,
Affect new bridge location?
If the bridge was left in place, it would not affect the location of the new bridge.

Repairs if left as ruin?
Yes, the bridge would still need to have the approach work, scour repair, and wing wall / end post
replacement to keep the bridge in place as a ruin.



Repairs if used for pedestrians?
All the repairs needed for vehicular traffic will be required for pedestrian traffic. The cost would
be the same as part 1 above.

3.

Can it be relocated?

Because of the type of bridge and material it's made of, it would not be able to relocate the bridge
to another site.

4,

Are structural elements and/or structure sufficiently sound to re-use for pedestrians at a
new location?

It would not be possible to move the bridge to a new location.

5.
Estimated demolition cost
$ 200,000

6.

General comments on feasibility of preserving the bridge, either on its existing location or
at a new location.

The bridge would be an acceptable candidate for preservation for vehicular traffic in place; overall
the critical parts of the bridge seem to be in relatively good shape. The only problem would be
that the bridge would still be posted for 8 tons and vehicles over 8 tons have been observed
crossing the bridge.
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APPROACH 1 - RIGHT - UNDERCUTTING




BRIDGE INSPECTION REPORT

Page No.

Form BIR 3.0
(Rev. 9-22-98)
DT-0069

Bridge No. 70022680001
Eleven Digit No.
Easley Ford Rd - 2268

Field Report No. 2 Date 6/8/2016

Previous Report No. 22 Date 12/7/2014
Plans: ASBUILT

Bridge Location No. 70 - 02268 - 0153 NA

Co. Route Log Mile

over Conasauga River

Facility Carried by Structure Crossing Structure Name (If Named)
Year Constructed 1924 ESTIMATED  County Polk Maintenance District 21
Year Widened NA NA Year Rehabilitated NA NA
FEATURES TEAM LEADER
Wearing Surface Concrete Depth 4.5 (in.) J TAYS
Flared Width NO Median Width NONE
Navigational Control NO Bridge Skew  90° INSPECTORS

G. HAAS

Structure Type (Main Span) CONCRETE

Structure Type (Appr.Spans) NA

No. Main Spans 1

Maximum Span Length 171.0 (**.* ft.)
Total Length 171.0 (**.* ft.)
WIDTHS (*.* ft.)

Deck Out-to-Out 17.7

Roadway Curb/Curb 15.7

Roadway Rail/Rail 15.7

Sidewalk Rt. N/A Lt N/A
*Approach Roadway 17.0

*(Does Not Include Shoulders)

Rt. 0
Lt. 0

Approach Shoulder

UNDERWATER INSPECTION
To Be Performed By: DOT FIELD TEAM

No. Approach Spans 0

Change in Structural Condition: NO
COMMENTS:

REACH ALL - 2004

Supervising Bridge Inspector:  J. TAYS

CLEARANCES
Min. Vertical Clearance over Deck  99-99  (ft.-in.)
Min. Vertical Under Clearance NA (ft.-in.)
Min. Lateral Under Clearance Rt. NA (*.* ft.)
Min. Lateral Under Clearance Lt. NA (*.* ft.)
FRACTURE CRITICAL: NO
(If Yes, Include BIR 3.9)
NBIS Bridge Length (<25 ft.) (ft.-in.)
Date
Major Repairs Made: NO BRIDGE is: OPEN
BRIDGE RATING: POOR




Form BIR 3.1 Page No._
(Rev. 9-22-98) Bridge Location No. 70 - 02268 - 0153 NA Date 6/8/2016
DT-0080 Co. Route Log Mile

PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Time of Day Inspected

Vehicles Observed Delivery truck, Cars

PM Weather Conditions Sunny/75F

LIVE LOAD BEHAVIOR

Substructure Yes/No Comments
Horiz./ Vert. Defl. | NO
Vibration NO
Superstructure
Horiz./ Vert. Defl. | NO
Vibration NO | None detected at this inspection
APPROACH Rating Comments
Alignment GOOD Minimal reduction required compared to approach roadway
Slab N/A
Joints N/A
Pavement POOR Approach beginning to washout
Embankment |CRITICAL| Approach 1 needs stabilization and erosion control measures installed
Drains N/A

TRAFFIC SAFETY FEATURES

Rating Sitt)asntgirdda/rd Comments

Bridgerailing POOR |[NONSTANDARD| Damage. Loose rails
Transitions NONE |NONSTANDARD
Guardrail POOR |NONSTANDARD| Approach 1 - Right - Damage
Guardrail Terminal| POOR |NONSTANDARD| Terminal 1 - Right - Damage

SIGNING Yes/ No/ Needed Weight Limit Posted YES
Paddleboards YES Gross.............. Tons
Vertical Clearance (<14'-6") NO 2 Axle............... 8 Tons
Narrow Bridge Signs NEEDED 3 or more Axles.. 15 Tons
One Lane Bridge Signs NEEDED

Other Signs or Plaques:

Comments Regarding any
Problems with Signing:

Approach 2 - One Lane Bridge sign needed




Form BIR 3.2
(Rev. 9-22-98)

Bridge Location No.

70 - 02268 - 0153 NA

Co. Route Log Mile

Comments

Date

8082016

DT-0081
DECK Rating
Wearing Surface F-P

SM-LG cracks. Heavy scale. Exposed aggregate

Deck - Structural FAIR

HL-SM cracks. Some rebar spalls at joints

See Traffic Safety Features

Condition

Curbs N/A
Median N/A
Sidewalks N/A
Parapet N/A
Railing

Paint N/A
Drains N/A
Lighting Standards N/A
Utilities N/A
Joint Leakage N/A
Expansion Joints N/A
SUPERSTRUCTURE
Bearing Devices N/A

Girders or Beams FAIR

Delams, rebar spalls

LG rebar spalls

Floor Beams N/A
Stringers N/A
Diaphragms N/A
Bracing N/A
Trusses - General N/A

Portals N/A

Bracing N/A

Paint N/A
Alignment of GOOD
Members

TEXTURE COAT

Condition Rating N/A
Overall Appearance N/A
Staining Rating N/A
Fading Rating N/A

Needs Spot Painting
Needs Repainting

Comments

Scaling Rating N/A



Form BIR 3.3 Page No.

(Rev. 9-22-98) Bridge Location No. 70 - 02268 - 0153 NA Date 6/8/2016
DT-0082 Co. Route Log Mile

SUBSTRUCTURE

ABUTMENTS Rating Comments
Caps N/A

Breastwall FAIR |HL-SM cracks, spalls, delams

Wings CRITICAL|Approach 1 - RT & LT - separated from abutment, out of plumb
Backwall N/A
Plumb GOOD |Abutment - Good. Wings - Critical
Footing NV
Piles NV
Embankment POOR [|Approach 1 drainage needs to be addressed
Bearing Surface N/A

Slope Paving N/A
Rip Rap See stream data sheet

PIERS
Caps

Columns

Plumb

Footings

Piles

Bearing Surface

BENTS
Caps

Columns

Plumb

Footings

Piles

Bearing Surface

Piles Need Replacement: NO

Piles To Be Replaced:



Form BIR 3.8

(Rev. 9-22-98) Bridge Location No. 70 - 02268 - 0153 NA Date 6/8/2016
DT-1508 Co. Route Log Mile

STREAM CHANNEL DATA AND CONDITIONS

Stream Crossing: Conasauga River

l. Type of bed material? Sand, gravel
Has channel shifted? NO (Yes/ No/ Not Apparent)
Condition of rip-rap? NONE Est. % failed %

Overall condition of channel? GOOD

Item 61 - Code values 0 thru 9 according to the recording
and coding guide currently in effect: 6

o~ w0~

6. Underwater diver inspection recommended? NO
If yes, why?

II. Channel and bank stability conditions: (yes if applicable)
1. Steep bank conditions: Failures upstream NO Failures downstream NO

2. Moderate bank erosion NO

3. Bank vegetation: a. low growth YES b. large timber YES c. clear banks NO

d. dead trees upstream NO e. dead trees downstream YES
4. Sediment or gravel accumulation: NO (Yes/ No/ Unknown)
Channel altered or straightened: NO (Yes/ No/ Unknown)
6. Stable conditions: a. live growth YES b. bedrock NV
c. boulders NO d. flat slopes (<=2:1) YES_

Ill. Waterway adequacy and debris characteristics: (yes if applicable)
1. Bridge deck elevations:
a. level with approachroadway. . ....................

b. higher than approachroadway. .................... YES
c. roadway approach >= 2 ft. above natural ground line.. YES
2. Abutment encroaches intochannel. ... ............... NO
3. Large scour (blowhole) under bridge. .. ................ YES

Indications that flood waters overtop bridge: NO (Yes/No)
If YES, Answer: Occasionally, Frequently, or Unknown Remote

5. Debris characteristics:

a. debris/drift present NO
b. debris/drift likely to accumulate NO
c. dead trees upstream NO dead trees downstream  YES

IV. Comments:

SPECIAL INSPECTION DATA - FOR REASONS OTHER THAN FC OR SCOUR
I. Does this bridge need a special inspection? YES

Il. Reason for special inspection: Requested by Terry leatherwood



Inspection Team's Summary Page No.__
Bridge Location No. 70 - 02268 - 0153 N

Inspection Date 6/8/2016

Bridge Rating POOR

TYPE SERVICE: EASLEY FORD ROAD

OVER: Conasauga River
On Wednesday, June 08, 2016, a Region Two bridge inspection team inspected
this structure and found it to be in  POOR condition.
TOP OF DECK
Traffic Safety Features
Bridge Rail: POOR NONSTANDARD Damage. Loose rails
Transitions: NONE NONSTANDARD
Approach Rail: POOR NONSTANDARD Approach 1 - Right - Damage
Terminals: POOR NONSTANDARD Terminal 1 - Right - Damage
Wearing Surfaces
Approach Pvmt: POOR Approach beginning to washout
Deck - Wearing Surface:  F-P SM-LG cracks. Heavy scale. Exposed aggregate
BOTTOM OF DECK
Deck - Structural Condition: FAIR HL-SM cracks. Some rebar spalls at joints
SUPERSTRUCTURE
Beams: FAIR Delams, rebar spalls
Bearings: N/A
SUBSTRUCTURE
Abutments
Caps: N/A
Breastwall: FAIR HL-SM cracks, spalls, delams
Wings: CRITICAL Approach 1 - RT & LT - separated from abutment, out of plumb
Backwall N/A
Bearing Surface: N/A
Bents
Caps:
Columns:
Bearing Surface:
UNDERCLEARANCE

Min Vert Under Clear(ft-in): NA
SPECIAL NOTES

Coding Item 60 = 4 - This rating reflects the scour issues at Abutment 1.

Coding ltem 61 = 6 - The original rating of 4 also reflected the scour at Abutment 1. This item is an evaluation of
the Conasauga River. The scour issue is believed to be a product of the drainage conditions at Approach 1 and
not due to issues with the flow of the river.

Item 71 = 8 - The possibility of the Conasauga River overtopping this structure is "remote".

Item 72 = 6 - The Coding guide specifically stipulates the evaluation of horizontal and vertical alignment only for
this item. Any reduction of speed required due to bridge width is ignored. Although this is a narrow bridge, only a
minor speed reduction is required, due to alignment, compared to the approach roadway.

CRITICAL FINDINGS

The wings and embankment slopes at approach 1 need immediate attention. The wings are cracked and
separated from Abutment 1. They are out of plumb and the potential for complete failure of the approach roadway
exists.



Easly Ford Road - 2268 Top of Deck OVER: Conasauga River
Route: W-E - Toward SR 33

Approach Embankment: Critical  Steep slope, It & rt, failures are possible
Approach Pvmt: F Rough

Approach Rail: P
Wearing Surface:  FP Rough, uneven, aggregate exposed - thoughout

Bridge Rail: FP Damage

Delam -
1'x1'

)
Broken Rail Post /

——

—-

%

!
i
I
|
1
I
I

%
%

i

%

Bridge Rail -
Damaged -
Exposed
< | Rebar - 8'
— = Section

Approach -

Significant erosion,

Roadway is washing out.

See Abutment 1 drawing for notes about

wingwall conditions.

70-02268-01.53 Inspection Date: 06/08/2016

70022680001 Top of Deck 1 Span Arch



Easly Ford Road - 2268 Bottom of Deck - Ribs 1-9 OVER: Conasauga River
Route: W-E - Toward SR 33

Rib 9

Rib 8

Rib 7

Rib 6

Bottom of Arch
Rebar Spall - 4' x 2" x 2"

Rib 5

Rib4  Rebar Spall - Along full bottom of rib
Bottom of Deck - Joint - Rebar Spall - Full width of bridge

Rib 3

Rib 2  Rebar Spall - Along full bottom of rib

Rib 1

Abutment 1

70-02268-01.53 ) Inspection Date: 06/08/2016
70022680001 Bottom of Deck - Ribs 1-9 1 Span Arch



Easly Ford Road - 2268 Bottom of Deck - Ribs 1-9 OVER: Conasauga River
Route: W-E - Toward SR 33

70-02268-01.53 ) Inspection Date: 06/08/2016
70022680001 Bottom of Deck - Ribs 1-9 1 Span Arch



Easly Ford Road - 2268 Bottom of Deck - Ribs 10-18
Route: W-E - Toward SR 33

OVER: Conasauga River

Abutment 2

Bottom of Deck - Joint - Rebar Spall - Full width of joint

~
x
e~
s = Rib 18 Rebar Spall - 5' x 1'
i
S 3
< ?
(12}
o)
[J]
== Rib 17
Rebar Spall - 1'x 1' Rib 16 Rebar Spall - 5'x 1'
Rib 15 | Rebar Spall-6'x 1'

Bottom of Deck - Joint - Rebar Spall - Full Length

Rib 14

Rib 13

Rib 12

Rib 11

Rig 10

Bottom of Deck - Ribs 1-9 - See Previous Page

70-02268-01.53

70022680001

Bottom of Deck - Ribs 10-18

Inspection Date: 06/08/2016

1 Span Arch



Easly Ford Road - 2268 Arches OVER: Conasauga River
Route: W-E - Toward SR 33

Right Side - Looking Upstream

Delam/Rebar Spall
Void - 3'x3"x0.5"
Abutment 1 NUMEROUS REBAR SPALLS, SMALL CRACKS INRIB Abutment 2
Rebar Popouts

Left Side - Looking Downstream

1 |

Abutment 2 Abutment 1

70-02268-01.53 Inspection Date: 06/08/2016
70022680001 Arches 1 Span Arch



Easly Ford Road - 2268 Abutment 1 OVER: Conasauga River
Route: W-E - Toward SR 33

Wings:  Critical LT - Breaking away from the breastwall, spalls & delams

Breast Wall: GF HL cracks. Scour. Exposed foundation
Washed out area
Out of plump - 0.6'
Wing 1 - Right
Significant crack |
8" Wide @ joint
with Abutment. oo I 00
Wing is leaning = | é Wing 1 - Left
out and suppF)rt %o | % Crack 4"
of roadway is I~ | - Wide @ joint
comprimised | with
| Abutment
I
v
SMALL CRACKS W/ LEAKAGE
/
RN
§ / Ny
\\
§
ARRREEEEESSEESS | Undercut - 1"
\SCOUR
Undercut 3'
70-02268-01.53 Inspection Date: 06/08/2016

70022680001 Abutment 1 1 Span Arch



Easly Ford Road - 2268 Abutment 2 OVER: Conasauga River
Route: W-E - Toward SR 33

Wings: GF  Wall junction - crack

Breast Wall: GF Previously reported rebar spall is at the joint on the bottom of the deck
See "Bottom of Deck - Ribs 10-18" for details of that rebar spall

_——t e — e — — —)»

70-02268-01.53 Inspection Date: 06/08/2016
70022680001 Abutment 2 1 Span Arch
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